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ResourLe Library\ CLEC Support \ Verizon East 

September 9, 2003 

Subject: Charges Related to UNE Loops 

Consistent with its tariffs and interconnection agreements in various states, Verizon 
may charge a CLEC customer purchasing a UNE Loop when Verizon has 
dispatched a technician (a “Dispatch” charge), when the CLEC has requested and 
Verizon has provided an expedited service (an “Expedite” charge), or when Verizon 
has dispatched a technician, but the installation was not completed by the technician 
for a reason relating to the CLEC or its customer (a “TC Not Ready” charge). 

As a result of an oversight, Verizon did not bill CLECs for these services from 2000 
through the present in certain states. Dispatch charges should have been billed, but 
were not billed in CT, MA, ME, NY, and VT. Expedite charges should have been 
billed, but were not billed in CT, MA, ME, MD, NH, NJ, NY, RI, and VT. TC Not 
Ready charges should have been billed, but were not billed in CT, DE, MA, MD, ME, 
NH, NJ, NY, RI. and VT. Verizon has begun to bill new Dispatch and TC Not Ready 
charges on an automated basis as of August 16, 2003. Verizon will start billing new 
Expedite charges on an automated basis during the fourth quarter of 2003. 

In addition, beginning in September 2003, Verizon will manually backbill CLECs for 
Dispatch, Expedite, and TC Not Ready charges for the period beginning when 
Verizon was authorized to bill these charges in each jurisdiction (in or after August 
2000) and ending at the commencement of automated billing. Documentation will be 
provided detailing each charge with the service order number, purchase order 
number, class of service, billing telephone number, the application date, due date, 
and the completion date of the service order. A sample report is attached. 

If you have any questions, please contact your Verizon Carrier Services Account 
Representative. 

Copyriglit 2003 Verizon Privacy Policy 
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Q. 

background. 

A. My name is Mark Zitz and my business address is 18 Shea Way, Newark, 

Delaware. I am Vice President - Customer Operations for the Cavalier parent company, 

Cavalier Telephone, LLC, and until recently I headed up all sales and operations of our 

Cavalier subsidiary that serves Delaware and neighboring states, Cavalier Telephone 

Mid-Atlantic. I have worked in the Telecommunications industry for over 20 years 

domestically and abroad. I have spent my career in Customer Billing, Treasury and 

Financial Operations, Customer Service, Installation and Maintenance, Engineering, Call 

Center Management and OSS deployment. 

Q. 

A. 

Please state your name, business address, responsibilities and professional 

What issues do you address? 

I address Issue C17 relating to Verizon’s making inappropriate customer contacts. 

Q. Please summarize issue C17. 

A. The basic problem here relates to contacts between Cavalier retail customers and 

Verizon’s retail marketinglcustomer contact personnel. It is inevitable that some 

Cavalier customers will contact Verizon if a problem develops with some aspect of their 

telephone service. When that occurs, it is critical that Verizon’s contact personnel know 

to politely refer the caller to Cavalier. From the other side, so to speak, all business 

inquiries between Verizon, as a wholesale supplier to Cavalier, and Cavalier should be 

kept secret from the Verizon retail arm that Cavalier competes with. Verizon claims to 

have built “firewalls” between its wholesale and retail organizations to keep these 

matters confidential. Even so, leaks occur. Verizon retail, through some internal source 
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unbeknownst to Cavalier, can find out that Cavalier is courting a prospective customer, 

and is able to call on that customer prior to any sales efforts by Cavalier to stop the deal. 

Cavalier proposes to deal with this issue by adding specific contract language that 

would require better training of Verizon personnel and an improved procedure for 

dealing with violations. 

Q. 

proprietary information about customers? 

A. Cavalier has had a number of problems with improper contacts between Verizon 

and its affiliates, on the one hand, and Cavalier’s existing or potential customers, on the 

other. I will describe fiver different ways in which this problem has arisen, with specific 

examples. Some of these examples took place in neighboring states. But because 

Verizon sets uniform policies throughout its footprint, these occurrences could just as 

readily happen in Virginia. 

Why is Cavalier concerned about customer contacts and the mishandling of 

First, Verizon has contacted our customers with arguably defamatory statements 

about Cavalier. For instance, a Cavalier customer, Costello Design, told Cavalier a 

Verizon sales representative had called our customer to say that Cavalier was engaged in 

an “illegal” practice of forcing customers to sign contracts. Of course it is legal to enter 

into a written service contract with a business, and to suggest Cavalier was breaking the 

law probably qualifies as slander. 

Second, Verizon’s wholesale organization sometimes contacts Cavalier’s 

customers directly, providing them with information about when facilities can or cannot 

be deployed, if Verizon is an ultimate supplier of some or all of such facilities. As an 

example, Cavalier lost the lucrative sale of a DS-3 circuit to one customer in Wilmington, 
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Delaware early in March 2003, when Verizon improperly contacted the customer directly 

to tell the customer about a Verizon delay in making facilities available. This incident 

was the second time that the Cavalier agent who had made the sale had experienced such 

a problem. 

Third, Yellow Pages sales representatives have contacted Cavalier customers to 

advise them they will no longer receive Yellow Pages advertising after switching their 

service to Cavalier, or will pay higher prices for Yellow Pages advertising, or will be 

subject to new, up-front payment requirements. For example, Mr. A1 Chenault of 

Creative Windows in Virginia was presented with such an up-front payment request in 

June 2002. Similarly, in June 2003, a Cavalier customer, Autobahn Auto, specifically 

told Cavalier it was returning to Verizon as a “winback” because Verizon had offered 

Autobahn six (6) free months of Yellow Page advertising. Another related problem is the 

Verizon rule that our business customers cannot change the location, or heading code, of 

their Yellow Page listings unless they make their requests directly to Verizon. Verizon 

will not accept that information from Cavalier -- even when we have our customers’ 

consent. This is yet another example of Verizon allowing itself an unchecked 

opportunity to deal with our customers in an improper fashion. 

Fourth, Verizon has sent customer service records (“CSR”) to the wrong 

destination. In September 2002, Cavalier received an almost 6,000-page CSR for an 

AT&T customer. Such incidents certainly raise concerns on Cavalier’s part about 

whether Verizon is sending CSR’s for Cavalier’s customers to Cavalier or whether such 

information is easily accessible to Verizon’s retail sales representatives. 
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Finally, I will mention that we have had concerns that Verizon’s operational 

support systems might sometimes allow one carrier to access another carrier’s entire 

customer list. As a specific example, in October 2001, Cavalier accidentally obtained 

what was apparently Allegiance Telecom’s customer list for all of Maryland. Cavalier 

did not use the information for any improper purpose, and shared its concerns with 

Allegiance. Nonetheless, we are concerned this kind of problem could happen to 

Cavalier and, if it does, Verizon’s retail arm would have access to our customer list. 

Q. What solution does Cavalier propose? 

A. Cavalier proposes a simple solution, consisting of (i) appropriate training and 

corrective measures for Verizon’s personnel, to avoid situations like those described 

above, and (ii) liquidated damages to Cavalier for breach of Verizon’s duties not to 

disclose confidential or proprietary information. Again, these very limited penalties 

should: (i) provide Verizon with an incentive not to allow unchecked problems with such 

information, (ii) provide some minimal degree of compensation to Cavalier to defray the 

costs that it incurs in such situations, and (iii) help to safeguard customer proprietary 

network information, an issue addressed by both the Telecommunications Act of 1996 

and the FCC’s regulations. 

Q. 

their prior Verizon bill? Would Cavalier’s proposal penalize Verizon in that 

situation? 

A. 

Cavalier customer calling Verizon about any problem he or she may have had with the 

ILEC. Of course, Verizon should not then take that opportunity to disparage Cavalier. 

What if new Cavalier (and ex-Verizon) customers want to call Verizon about 

Absolutely not. Cavalier’s proposal would not interfere in any way with a 

4 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Q. 

inappropriate customer contacts would suffice to trigger a Commission 

investigation. Do you agree? 

A. No, I do not. Frankly, it’s hard to conceive of a case with “flimsy” evidence of 

inappropriate customer contacts. There will either be no evidence or there will be 

evidence. One should keep in mind that these problems are generally brought to 

Cavalier’s attention by our customers. If a customer believes a Verizon contact was so 

noteworthy that it should be reported to Cavalier, that evidence is worthy of 

investigation. The evidence also comes from Verizon itself, as witnessed by the way it 

sent us AT&T’s CSR and also made the Allegiance customer list available to Cavalier. 

Verizon has taken the position that even “flimsy” evidence of Verizon’s 

We agree a bare allegation by a Cavalier employee, without more, does not 

amount to evidence sufficient to trigger an investigation. The reality is that our 

customers and Verizon are generating this evidence, not Cavalier. 

Q. 

unfair. Do you agree? 

A. 

fair and reasonable. Cavalier has a right to expect its wholesale supplier to make sure its 

retail arm isn’t disparaging or alienating our customers. This competitor-as-supplier 

system is ripe for abuse absent a strong deterrent. Cavalier is not trying to make money 

off these penalties. We want Verizon to behave in such a manner that Cavalier will have 

no reason to receive a penalty payment. But a penalty is unlikely to have an effect 

against a large company like Verizon unless it is substantial. 

Verizon takes the position that Cavalier’s proposed penalty structure is 

No, given the nature of this problem, I believe Cavalier’s proposed penalties are 

5 



Moreover, this type of problem is apt to evade Cavalier’s review. The customer 

who, due to an inappropriate Verizon contact, has changed their mind about Cavalier is 

not likely to run to Cavalier to report the contact. The customer may believe they will 

benefit from the Verizon inducement only if they ‘keep it close to the vest’. In such 

cases, it is unlikely Cavalier would ever learn the reason for the improper winback. We 

therefore need a strong deterrent in place to nip in the bud any cost-benefit analysis of 

engaging in inappropriate customer contacts. 

Q. Does this complete your testimony? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. Please state your name and job responsibilities. 

A. My name is Todd Hilder. I am a Cavalier Assignment Clerk responsible for 

directory listing changes and issues. In this position, I am responsible for the handling of 

directory listing change requests and internal and external correspondence relating to 

directory listing issues. 

Q. 

customers? 

A. 

Q. 

customers’ Directory listings? 

A. Yes, I am. Cavalier has had a significant history of problems with its customers’ 

directory listings. We have come from what was a error-prone system, with upwards of 

seven thousand pre-production errors before a single directory release, to a more reliable 

system, but in spite of system improvements, both pre-production and post-production 

errors continue to occur. Most of the errors I find are the result of manual or systematic 

errors that occur after Cavalier has handed off the listing details to Verizon. We have 

discovered that there are multiple points within Verizon’s directory listing process where 

errors can occur. 

Q. 

A. 

Directory listings for our customers. 

Q. 

Directory listings? 

Are you familiar with Cavalier’s experience relating to Directory listings for 

Yes. I have been involved in the process since April of 2001. 

Are you familiar with any problems Cavalier may have had with its 

Does Cavalier publish its own Directory for its customers? 

No. Cavalier relies upon Verizon to publish the white page and yellow page 

What problems, if any, have Cavalier and your customers had with the 
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A. We have a long history of problems. The problems generally stem from a 

fundamental flaw in the directory listing process, with Cavalier not having direct control 

over the listings that reside in the Verizon directory database. Instead, it must go through 

a complex process of inputting directory listings into a companion system, whereupon 

Verizon then downloads and reenters the listing information into the database. Even 

though Cavalier may input flawless data, Verizon in effect reinputs the data. But Verizon 

places the responsibility of verifying Verizon’s own inputs upon Cavalier. That is, 

Cavalier is held accountable for verifying Verizon’s own work, and fixing the mistakes 

that Verizon makes in Verizon ’s own internal processes. For example, in reviewing the 

Richmond LVR in 2002, we uncovered 1,187 errors on the LVR. For the 2003 South 

Hampton Roads directory, we uncovered 540 LVR errors. LVR pre-production errors are 

at a level of about 2% of our total listings. At times the situation has been so dire that 

Cavalier has had to dedicate a staff of six full time employees just to check and to verify 

the Verizon inputs that are Verizon’s responsibility. That’s an altogether wasteful use of 

our scarce staffing resources. Cavalier should not have to maintain a staff to make sure 

that Cavalier’s accurate inputs remain so after Verizon touches them. 

Q. 

consequence? 

A. Of course. In my experience, most businesses consider reliable customer 

telephone access to be absolutely critical. Most businesses count on people being able to 

reach them, through accurate directory listings. 

Q. 

action for Verizon errors? 

Is a business’s erroneous listing in the white or yellow pages a serious 

And in your experience Cavalier has to verify and implement corrective 
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A. Yes. Unfortunately, we have to investigate listings to verify Verizon errors. At 

that point, we can fix Verizon’s errors or submit the errors to Verizon via a spreadsheet 

for further investigation and correction of the errors. 

Q. Please explain. 

A. 

(LSR) to Verizon. Once this LSR has been submitted from Cavalier to Verizon, the 

processing of the listing request is in Verizon’s hands. 

The listing process begins with Cavalier’s submission of a Local Service Request 

The process continues with Verizon’s issuance to Cavalier of a Local Service 

Confirmation and Billing Completion Notification (“Confirmation”). This Confirmation 

shows the details of Verizon’s own internal system if the listing is a typical “straightline” 

white pages listing. But if instead the request involves “caption style” listings, Verizon’s 

Confirmation provides no verification of any listing activity taking place. Although the 

listing activity shown on these Confirmations are the result of manual or systematic 

activity taking place within Verizon, Cavalier has in the past taken the time to review 

them to ensure that Verizon is processing their service orders correctly. If there was an 

error on the Confirmation, Cavalier would notify Verizon of this (Verizon’s) error. 

Further, even after Cavalier has received and reviewed the Confirmation for accuracy, 

there is no guarantee the listing will print correctly in the directory. Therefore, Verizon 

has placed the burden on CLECs such as Cavalier to use an enormous amount of time and 

resources to continue to research, and investigate potential Verizon errors at a point 

further downstream. Verizon provides CLECs a Listing Verification Report (LVR) as 

generated by Verizon’s “VIS” organization. Thus, dedicated staffs such as Cavalier’s, 
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expending an enormous amount of time and resources to find these errors, have been a 

great asset to Verizon. We research, locate and report Verizon’s errors to Verizon. 

Q. Why would Cavalier use its time and resources to conduct this research? 

A. The situation leaves Cavalier between the rock of relying upon Verizon not to 

muck up Cavalier’s accurate directory information and the hard place of a labor-intensive 

review of the LVR to keep our customers from broad-scale dissatisfaction and defection. 

Experience has shown that the vast majority of Directory process errors occur after 

Cavalier has submitted its LSR to Verizon and placed the listings in Verizon’s hands. 

Had we not dedicated a staff to checking Verizon’s tracks for the last couple of years, the 

Richmond and Hampton Roads directories would have been published with close to ten 

thousand Verizon errors to our listings. 

Our customers are at risk. If we hadn’t taken the time to do this work, we would be 

placing our customers, as well as our business, at risk. We have had customers leave 

Cavalier in favor of Verizon or other providers because of Directory errors even though 

the error was no fault of Cavalier’s. 

Q. 

their way to the LVR? 

A. Verizon does have a process in place to review previous Cavalier submissions. 

Unfortunately, this process fails to catch a number of the errors, and does not actually 

focus on the LVR. It is Cavalier’s responsibility to obtain Directory information from its 

customers, and to input that information correctly into the Verizon OSS system. Cavalier 

receives a Confirmation from Verizon that the order was accepted. TO Cavalier at this 

point, its work should be done. But, according to Verizon, it is required to check the 

Does Verizon do any verification on its own that the Cavalier listings make 
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LVR, as a double check on Verizon’s own work. And, when Cavalier later gets the LVR, 

and the listing either does not show up or has an inaccuracy, unless Cavalier fixes or 

notifies Verizon of the Verizon mistake, there’s a significant risk the book will be 

published with that error. 

Q. 

A. 

start-up company like Cavalier, which relies so heavily on its customer relations and with 

close to 200,000 listed customers, many with multiple lines. For residential customers, 

we have had to check the Verizon LVR to see whether Cavalier’s listings have properly 

flowed through to the white page listings. In the verification process, we have often 

discovered our customers’ listings, which were initially submitted and confirmed by 

Verizon, did not make it in to the Directory database or were installed inaccurately. So 

then Cavalier must either (1) reenter the listing information, (2) change the listing 

information so that the error is corrected, or (3) research the order that Cavalier correctly 

sent to identify the error and notify Verizon via spreadsheet so that Verizon can make the 

correction themselves in their data base. So when the OSS process fails - like it did in 

the past and may very well continue to do- Cavalier can be literally left chasing 

hundreds or even thousands of last minute corrections, and then scurrying with Verizon at 

the last minute to have these listings corrected. 

Q. 

the yellow pages, will it appear correctly in the other as well? 

A. No, not necessarily. Cavalier gets a report of what is supposed to be published in 

the white pages, but there is no verification report whatsoever to show what’s supposed 

What does this do to your operations? 

You have to recognize that the closing of a Directory is a nightmare to a small 

If a Cavalier customer’s listing appears correctly in either the white pages or 
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